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1, Under consideration are (a) a Joint Motion for Confidential Treatment of Objections 
and Responses to Enforcement Bureau’s First Set of Interrogatones, filed July I ,  2003, by Affinity 
Network Incorporated, NOSVA Limited Partnership, and NOS Communications, Inc (collectively 
“Movants”), (b) a Joint Motion for Confidential Treatment of Responses to Enforcement Bureau’s 
First and Second Requests for Production of Documents, filed July 29, 2003, by Movants; and (c) 
Enforcement Bureau’s Opposition to Joint Motion for Confidential Treatment, filed August 4,2003, 
hy the knforcement Bureau (“Bureau”) 

2 In their July 1st Joint Motion, Movants request that their responses to the Bureau’s First 
Set of hterrogatones be treated as confidenhal information not routinely made availahle to the 
public In their July 29th Joint Motion. Movants request that their response to the Bureau’s First 
and Second Requests for Production of Documents be treated as confidential business inroi-matioii 
not routlnely made available to the public In support of both Joint Motions, Movaiits contend that 
a large portion of their responses contain personnel mformation, and that they bel~evc: hiat their 
employees’ privacy should be protected Movants also argue that the matenal disclosed contam 
commercially sensitive information which, if released to a competitor or potential competitor, 
would allow such competitor to compete unfairly against them and leave Movants at a competitive 
disadvantage The Bureau does not object to a grant of the July 1st Joint Motion, but does oppose 
the July 29th Joint Motion 

3 Both of the Joint Motions will be denied. Section 0.459 of the Commission’s Rules 
docs not contemplate the grant of blanket motions for confidenhality such as those filed by 
Movants Thus, Section 0 459(b) of the Rules expressly requires that a request for confidential 
treatment identi@, i n w  alia, “the specific information for which confidential treatment is sought,” 
and contain a detailed showing of the reasons the request should be granted, mcludmg “the degree 
to which the information is commercial or financial, or contains a trade secret or IS pnwleged,” and 
an  “[e]xplanation of how disclosure of the information could result in substanhal competit~ve 
ham ’’ 

4 The Joint Motions do not comply with these stnngent requirements. They neither 
identify the specific pieces of information and documents for which confidenhal treatment is 
sought. nor do they prowde the requisite showing of a basis for such treatment for each piece of 
Information and document. Movants’ general assertion that some of the information and documents 
contain personnel or commercially sensihve information does not satisfy the clear requirements of 



Section 0 459(b) 
warranted ’ 

Consequently, Movants have not demonstrated that confidential treatment is 

Accordingly. IT IS ORDERED that the Joint Motion for Confidenhal Treatment of 
ObjCCtiOnS and Responses to Enforcement Bureau’s Fust Set of Interrogatones, tiled by Movants 
on July I ,  2003, IS DENIED 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Joint Motion for Confidenhal Treatment of 
Responses to Enforcement Bureau’s First and Second Requests for Production of Documents, filed 
by Movants on July 29,2003, IS DENIED 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Arthur I. Steinberg 
Administratwe Law Judge 

I n  accordance w t h  the Presiding Judge’s Insrructions at the prehearing conference (Tr 21). counsel for 
the parties should attempt io reach an item-by-item, document-by-document, agreement on the questions 
raised in the Joint Motions before seeking any funher rulings on these matters 
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